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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: Applicant's 
representative called to appraise the examiner that they had on 7/25/2004, faxed in an amendment putting the claims 
in condition for allowance. While applicant and examiner discussed issues of a possible not further limiting of claim 37, 
considering claim 1 delineates 3 different drug resistances with only one of the three resistances being detectable with ' 
one of the seven listed amino acid changes of claim 37, it was found to be further limiting of claims 3 and 1 . 
Applicant's representative also inquired about the possibility for refund of fees considering the office was slow in 
receiving his papers and applicant believed as such that he was entitled to a refund of his paid 4 month extension to a 
3 month extension amount. It was explained that the office's position is not to refund fees due to eDAN delays and 
furthermore that applicant was limited to the time that elapsed following the sending of the final rejection on 8/12/2004 
regardless of when the examiner received the paper. 



